REMARKS 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1, 27, 28, 32, 34, 46 and 47 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by the United States Patent 6,798,421 issued to Baldwin 
(hereafter "Baldwin"). The Examiner also rejected claims 2, 23, 29, 31, 33, 35, and 49 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Baldwin in view of the United States Patent 
6,958,757 issued to Karlov (hereafter "Karlov"). The Examiner also rejected claims 4, 5, 8, 9, 
24, and 25 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Baldwin in view of the United States Patent 
7,006,101 issued to Brown, et al. (hereafter "Brown"). The Examiner also rejected claim 6 under 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Baldwin, Brown, and the United States Patent 6,470,443 
issued to Emer, et al. ("Emer") in view of Karlov. The Examiner also rejected claims 10-12 and 
37-39 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brown in view of Emer. The Examiner also 
rejected claims 13 and 40 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brown and Emer in view of 
the United States Patent 4,876,651 issued to Dawson, et al. ("Dawson"). The Examiner also 
rejected claims 14, 20, 41, 50, and 51 under §103(a) as being unpatentable over the United States 
Patent 5,657,478 issued to Recker, et al. ("Recker") in view of Emer. The Examiner also rejected 
claims 15-19, 22, and 42-44 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Recker and Emer in view 
of the United States Patent 6,995,770 issued to Ngai ("Ngai"). The Examiner also rejected claim 
21 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Recker and Emer in view of Dawson. The 
Examiner also rejected claims 26 and 45 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Baldwin in 
view of the United States Patent 6,933,945 issued to Emberling ("Emberling"). Furthermore, the 
Examiner objected to claim 10 for formalities and claims 3, 7, 30, 36 and 48 as being dependent 
upon a rejected based claim. However, the Examiner stated that claims 3, 7, 30, 36, and 48 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form to include all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 
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In this Amendment, Applicants have canceled claims 9, 12, 16, 19, 39, and 43. 
Applicants have not added any claims. Applicants have also amended claims 1, 4, 10, 14, 15, 17, 
18, 25, 34, 37, 41, 42, and 44. Applicants do not surrender any equivalents of the amended 
claims. The amendments are made for reasons of clarity and not for reasons of patentability. For 
instance, the amendments to claims 1 and 34 clarify that the executing of the passes is performed 
using the particular cache, where the particular cache may exist inside or outside of the 
processor, and not other memories that are outside the processor (e.g., main memory, disk, etc.). 
Similarly, the amendments to claims 4, 10, 14, 37, and 41 clarify results produced from 
executing the initial and modified lists. Accordingly, claims 1-8, 10-11, 13-15, 17-18, 20-38, 40- 
42, and 44-5 1 will be pending after entry of these amendments. 

I. Interview with the Examiner 

Applicants respectfully thank the Examiner for the telephone conference on June 20, 
2008. In this Response, Applicants have included the claim amendments and remarks discussed 
during the telephone conference. Furthermore, Applicants have carefully considered the 
Examiner's comments and submit the following remarks in consideration of the Examiner's 
comments. 

II. Objection to Claim 10 

In the Office Action, the Examiner objected to claim 10 for formalities. Applicants have 
amended the recitation of "two routines identifiers" to recite "two routine identifiers". 

III. Rejection to Claims 1, 2, 23, 26-29, 31-35, 45-47, and 49 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1, 27, 28, 32, 34, 46, and 47 under 
§102(e) as being anticipated by Baldwin. The Examiner also rejected claims 2, 23, 29, 31, 33, 

35, and 49 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Baldwin in view of Karlov. The Examiner 
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also rejected claims 26 and 45 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Baldwin in view of 
Emberling. Claims 2 and 23 are dependent on claim 1 . Amended claim 1 recites a method of 
executing a set of at least two image processing routines on a processor using a particular cache. 
Each routine in the set of routines processes at least one source, which is a frame of video data. 
The method divides a source into at least two bands and determines a size of a band based on the 
size of the particular cache. The method executes the set of routines in two or more passes. 
During each pass, the routine processes at least one band from the particular cache and produces 
output data stored to the particular cache. The execution of the passes is performed using the 
particular cache without accessing other memories. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Baldwin does not render claim 1 unpatentable for at 
least the following reason. Applicants respectfully submit that Baldwin does not disclose or even 
suggest processing a single band retrieved from a particular cache to produce output data stored 
to the same particular cache where the executing of the passes does not involve access to other 
memories. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner cited column 18, lines 5-35 of Baldwin to suggest the 
processing a single band retrieved from a particular cache to produce output data stored to the 
same particular cache . However, Baldwin specifies executing its operations using two separate 
memories instead of executing the operations using a single cache (i.e., memory) as recited in 
claim 1. Baldwin recites (1) initially retrieving data from a Pixel Cache and (2) processing the 
data and writing the processed data to a SIMD memory element of a Pixel Unit. See, Baldwin, 
column 18, lines 5 and 23-25. Accordingly, Baldwin does not disclose or even suggest 
processing a single band retrieved from a particular cache to produce output data stored to the 
same particular cache 
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Specifically, Figure IB of Baldwin illustrates the Pixel Unit and Pixel Cache as two 
separate elements with the description of each element specifying that each element includes a 
memory (e.g., the Pixel Unit having SIMD memory elements and the Pixel Cache storing pixel 
data). See, Baldwin, column 17, lines 59-60 and column 18, lines 5-7. Baldwin recites the Pixel 
Unit retrieving pixel data from the Pixel Cache . See, Baldwin, column 18, lines 5-7. Baldwin 
then states that "any data to be carried over from one pass to the next is held in the local register 
file present in each SIMD element ." See, Baldwin, column 18, lines 23-25 (emphasis added). As 
such, Baldwin retrieves data from a first memory (i.e., the Pixel Cache) and writes output data to 
a second memory (i.e., SIMD element of the Pixel Unit). Therefore, Applicants respectfully 
submit that Baldwin does not disclose or even suggest processing a single band retrieved from a 
particular cache to produce output data stored to the same particular cache . Moreover, by 
amending claim 1 to recite that the executing of the passes is performed using the particular 
cache without accessing other memories outside the processor, Applicants have clarified that the 
retrieving and outputting of the processed data during the passes occurs by only accessing the 
particular cache, where the cache may be inside or outside of the processor, and not other 
memories outside the processor. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicants respectfully submit that Baldwin does not 
render claim 1 invalid. Given that claims 2 and 23 are dependent on claim 1, Applicants 
respectfully submit that these claims be allowable over the cited reference for at least the same 
reasons that were provided above for claim 1. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the § 102(e) rejections to claims 1, 2, and 23. 

Furthermore, claims 26-29, 31-35, 45-47, and 49 were rejected along similar or the same 

rationale as claim 1. Accordingly, claims 26-29, 31-35, 45-47, and 49 are patentable over 

Baldwin because Baldwin does not disclose or even suggest processing a single band retrieved 
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from a particular cache to produce output data stored to the same particular cache where the 
executing of the passes does not involve access to other memories, as argued above for claim 1 . 
Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that the cited reference does not render claims 26-29, 
31-35, 45-47, and 49 invalid. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of 
the rejections to claims 26-29, 31-35, 45-47, and 49. 

IV. Rejection to Claims 4-6, 8, 24, and 25 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 4-5, 8, 24, and 25 under § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Karlov in view of Brown, further in view of Emer. The Examiner also 
rejected claim 6 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Baldwin, Brown, and Emer in view of 
Karlov. Claims 5-6, 8, 24, and 25 are directly or indirectly dependent on claim 4. 

Amended claim 4 recites a method of processing a group of image processing routines on 
a processor by using a cache. Each routine in the group of routines processes at least one frame 
of video data. The method determines an initial list of routine identifiers positioned in a specific 
order which when executed according to the specific order produce a particular effect. The group 
of routine identifiers identifies the group of image processing routines, where each routine 
identifier identifies a corresponding routine in the group of routines. The method groups two or 
more routine identifiers and modifies the initial list of routine identifiers to indicate the grouping 
of the at least two routine identifiers to produce a modified ordering of the initial list of routine 
identifiers. The grouping of routine identifiers and the modification of the initial list are 
performed by a set of instructions executed by the processor. The method executes the routines 
identified in the modified ordering of routine identifiers by traversing the modified list of routine 
identifiers to produce the particular effect. The method then stores the output of the routines to a 
computer-readable medium. 
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Applicants respectfully submit that Karlov, Brown, Emer, or their piecemeal hindsight 
combination, does not disclose or even suggest the method of claim 4 for at least the following 
reason. Applicants respectfully submit that these references do not disclose or even suggest 
determining an initial list of routine identifiers that when executed produce a particular effect 
and executing a modified ordering of the list of routine identifiers to produce the particular 
effect . 

In the Office Action, the Examiner correctly indicated that Karlov does not specify the 
determining the initial list and executing the modified list. However, the Examiner cited column 
13, lines 48-52, column 35, lines 60-63, column 9, lines 48-55, column 35, lines 46-53, and 
column 1, lines 22-35 of Brown to suggest the above limitations. 

These cited lines recite various subroutine calls and conditional branching instructions of 
Brown. The Examiner suggests that a first branch of a conditional branch instruction specifies a 
specific ordering for an initial set of instructions and a second branch of the conditional branch 
instruction specifies a modified ordering of the routines where unneeded instructions are 
avoided. See Office Action, page 8, lines 2-5; See also, Brown, column 13, lines 50-52 and 
column 35, lines 60-63. However, Applicants respectfully submit that the cited lines and the 
conditional branching operations disclosed therein do not disclose or even suggest producing the 
same particular effect when executing the specific ordering of the initial list of instructions and 
the modified list, as recited in claim 4. In fact, the conditional branching instructions of Brown 
teach away from such a limitation. 

Specifically, column 9, lines 21-45 provide pseudo code for one such conditional branch 
instruction. The pseudo code describes avoiding executing a set of instructions when the only 
contribution of a light is ambient light while performing the instructions when the contribution of 
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the light is not ambient light. Clearly, the effect produced by the instructions of the conditional 
branch instruction is different. One branch is for an ambient light effect and the other branch is 
for a non-ambient light effect. Therefore, the alleged initial list of routines does not produce the 
same effect as the alleged modified list of routines. Moreover, it should be evident to one of 
ordinary skill in the art that a conditional branch instructions or executing a set of instructions in 
one branch while avoiding processing some of the instructions in another branch will yield 
different effects. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that these references do not 
disclose or even suggest determining an initial list of routine identifiers that when executed 
produce a particular effect and executing a modified ordering of the list of routine identifiers to 
produce the particular effect . 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicants respectfully submit that the cited references 
do not render claim 4 invalid. Given that claims 5-6, 8, 24, and 25 are directly or indirectly 
dependent on claim 4, Applicants respectfully submit that these claims be allowable over the 
cited references for at least the same reasons that were provided above for claim 4. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the § 103(a) rejection of claims 
4-6, 8, 24, and 25. 

V. Rejection to Claims 10, 11, 13, 37, 38, and 40 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 10, 11, 37, and 38 under §103(a) as 

being unpatentable over Brown in view of Emer and claims 13 and 40 further in view of 

Dawson. Claims 11 and 13 are directly or indirectly dependent on claim 10. Amended claim 10 

recites a method of processing a group of routines. The method determines an initial list of 

routine identifiers that identify the group of routines where executing the initial list of routine 

identifiers produces a particular effect. Each routine identifier identifies a corresponding routine 

in the group of routines. The method identifies a set of at least two routine identifiers in the 
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initial list of routine identifiers that are combinable into a single routine. The single routine is 
capable of performing each routine in the set of routines. Each routine includes a group of 
instructions. The method determines a single routine identifier that identifies the single routine 
and that produces the particular effect when executed with the other routine identifiers that were 
not identified as combinable into the single routine identifier. The identification of the 
combinable routine identifiers and the determination of the single routine identifier are 
performed by an automated set of instructions executed by the processor. The method stores the 
single routine identifier to a computer-readable medium. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Brown, Emer, or their piecemeal hindsight 
combination does not disclose, teach, or even suggest the method of claim 10 for at least the 
following reason. Applicants respectfully submit that these references do not disclose or even 
suggest determining an initial list of routine identifiers that when executed produce a particular 
effect and determining a single routine identifier that produces the particular effect when 
executed with the other routine identifiers that were not identified as combinable into the single 
routine identifier. 

In the Office Action, Examiner cited column 13, lines 48-52, column 35, lines 60-63, 

column 9, lines 48-55, column 35, lines 46-53, column 1, lines 22-35, column 13, lines 2-9; 48- 

52, and column 14, lines 52-53 of Brown to suggest the above limitations. These cited lines 

recite various subroutine calls and conditional branching instructions of Brown. The Examiner 

suggests that a first branch of a conditional branch instruction specifies a specific ordering for an 

initial set of routines and a second branch of the conditional branch instruction specifies a 

modified ordering of the routines where at least two routines are combined into a single routine. 

See Office Action, page 8, lines 2-5; See also, Brown, column 13, lines 50-52 and column 35, 

lines 60-63. However, Applicants respectfully submit that the cited lines and the conditional 
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branching operations disclosed therein do not disclose or even suggest producing the same 
particular effect when executing both the specific ordering of the initial list of routines and the 
modified list, as recited in claim 10. In fact, the conditional branching instructions of Brown 
teach away from such a limitation. 

Specifically, column 9, lines 21-45 provide pseudo code for one such conditional branch 
instruction. The pseudo code describes avoiding executing a set of routines when the only 
contribution of a light is ambient light while performing the instructions when the contribution of 
the light is not ambient light. Clearly, the effect produced by the instructions of the conditional 
branch instruction is different. One branch is for an ambient light effect and the other branch is 
for a non-ambient light effect. Therefore, the alleged initial list of routines does not produce the 
same effect as the alleged modified list of routines. Moreover, it should be evident to one of 
ordinary skill in the art that a conditional branch instructions or executing a set of routines in one 
branch while avoiding processing some of the routines in another branch will yield different 
effects. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that these references do not disclose or even 
suggest determining an initial list of routine identifiers that when executed produce a particular 
effect and determining a single routine identifier that produces the particular effect when 
executed with the other routine identifiers that were not identified as combinable into the single 
routine identifier. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicants respectfully submit that Brown, Emer, or 
their piecemeal hindsight combination does not render claim 10 invalid. Given that claims 11 
and 13 are dependent on claim 10, Applicants respectfully submit that these claims be allowable 
over the cited reference for at least the same reasons that were provided above for claim 10. 

Furthermore, claims 37 and 38 were rejected along the same rationale as claim 10. 
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Accordingly, claims 37 and 38 are patentable over Brown, Emer and their piecemeal hindsight 
combination, because the references do not disclose or even suggest determining an initial list of 
routine identifiers that when executed produce a particular effect and determining a single 
routine identifier that produces the particular effect when executed with the other routine 
identifiers that were not identified as combinable into the single routine identifier. Therefore, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the cited references do not render claims 37 and 38 invalid. 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the § 103(a) rejections to 
claims 10, 11, 13, 37, and 38. 

VI. Rejection to Claims 14, 15, 17, 18, 20-22, 41, 42, and 44 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 14, 20, and 41 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Recker in view of Emer. The Examiner also rejected claims 
15, 17, 18, 22, 42, and 43 under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Recker and Emer in view of 
Ngai. The Examiner also rejected claim 21 under § 103(a) over Recker and Emer in view of 
Dawson. Claims 15, 17, 18, 20-22 are directly or indirectly dependent on claim 14. Amended 
claim 14 recites a method of executing a group of routines for processing by at least one 
processor. The method determines an initial list of routine identifiers that identify the group of 
routines which when executed produce a particular effect. Each routine identifier identifies a 
corresponding routine. The method identifies at least two routine identifiers in the initial list of 
routine identifiers as sendable routine identifiers, each sendable routine identifier identifying a 
sendable routine which may be processed by a second processor. Before executing the routines 
identified in the list of routine identifiers, the method modifies the list of routine identifiers by 
grouping the sendable routine identifiers into at least one set of successive sendable routine 
identifiers. The grouping reduces the number of data transfers between the first and second 

processors. The identification of the sendable routine and the modification of the list of routine 
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identifiers are performed by an automated set of instructions executed by the processor. The 
method stores the modified list of routine identifiers to a computer-readable medium. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Recker, Emer, or their piecemeal hindsight 
combination, does not disclose or even suggest modifying the list of routine identifiers by 
grouping the sendable routine identifiers into at least one set of successive sendable routine 
identifiers to be processed by a second processor where the modified list produces the same 
effect as the unmodified initial list. In the Office Action, the Examiner cited column 1, lines 42- 
55 and column 3, lines 1-15 of Recker stating that "the first processor selectively sends graphic 
commands to a second processor." See, Office Action, page 16. The Examiner then states that 
the method of Recker inherently identifies a routine in the initial list of routines as a sendable 
routine able to be processed by the second processor. See, Office Action, page 16. However, 
Applicants respectfully submit that Recker does not disclose or even suggest modifying the list 
of routine identifiers by grouping the sendable routine identifiers into at least one set of 
successive sendable routine identifiers . 

Additionally, the Examiner cites column 4, lines 1-10, lines 39-42, and lines 60-64 of 
Emer to suggest the limitations of claim 14. Specifically, the Examiner states that "Emer teaches 
rearranging order of fetched instruction, this rearranged order of fetched instruction includes 
sendable routine identifier since this rearranged order of fetched instruction is sent to be 
executed." See, Office Action, page 16. Applicants respectfully submit that Emer does not 
disclose or suggest rearranging instructions for processing by a second processor. Moreover, 
Emer does not disclose or suggest modifying a list by grouping sendable routine identifiers into a 
set of successive sendable routine identifiers. Rather, Emer recites executing instructions out of 
order. Accordingly, there is no modified list whereby sendable routine identifiers are grouped 

together into a set of successive sendable routine identifiers. 
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In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicants respectfully submit that the cited references 
do not render claim 14 invalid. Given that claims 15, 17, 18, 20-22 are dependent directly or 
indirectly on claim 14, Applicants respectfully submit that these claims be allowable over the 
cited references for at least the same reasons that were provided above for claim 14. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the § 103(a) 
rejection of claims 14, 15, 17, 18, 20-22. 

Furthermore, claims 41, 42, and 44 were rejected along the same rationale as claim 14. 
Accordingly, claims 41, 42, and 44 are patentable over Recker, Emer, and their piecemeal 
hindsight combination, because the references do not disclose or even suggest modifying the list 
of routine identifiers by grouping the sendable routine identifiers into at least one set of 
successive scndablc routine identifiers to be processed by a second processor where the modified 
list produces the same effect as the unmodified initial list, as mentioned above. Therefore, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the cited references do not render claims 41, 42, and 44 
invalid. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the § 103(a) rejections 
to claims 41, 42, and 44. 

VII. Allowable Claims 3, 7, 30, 36 and 48 

In the Office Action, the Examiner objected to claims 3, 7, 30, 36, and 48 as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim. The Examiner stated that claims 3, 7, 30, 36, and 48 were 
otherwise allowable if rewritten in independent form. Applicants respectfully thank the 
Examiner for the allowance. However, Applicants respectfully have not rewritten any of these 
claims in independent form since Applicants respectfully believe that the rejected independent 
claims 3, 7, 30, 36, and 48 are patentable over the cited references. In view of the foregoing, 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of allowable dependent claims 3, 7, 30, 36, and 

- 25 - Attorney Docket: APLE.P0063 

Client Docket: P3068US1 
PTO Serial: 10/677,574 



48. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, it is submitted that all pending claims, namely claims 1-8, 10- 
11, 13-15, 17-18, 20-38, 40-42, and 44-51 are in condition for allowance. Reconsideration of the 
rejections and objections is requested. Allowance is earnestly solicited at the earliest possible 
date. 

Applicants have submitted all known required fees. Applicants believe that no additional 
fee is required for the submission of this Response. However, in the unlikely event that the 
Commissioner determines that additional fees, extensions of time, and/or other relief are 
required, Applicants petition for any required relief. Moreover, Applicants authorize the 
Commissioner to charge the cost of such petitions and/or other fees due in connection with the 
filing of this document to Deposit Account No. 50-3804 referencing APLE.P0063. 

Should there remain unresolved issues that require adverse action, Applicants 
respectfully request that the Examiner telephone the below signed attorney or agent so that such 
issues may be resolved as expeditiously as possible. 

Respectfully submitted, 
ADELI & TOLLEN LLP 

Dated: June 24, 2008 /Mani Adeli/ 

Mani Adeli 
Reg. No. 39,585 

Adeli & Tollen LLP 
1875 Century Park East, Suite 1360 
Los Angeles, CA 90067-2514 
Phone: (310) 785-0140x301 
Fax: (310) 785-9558 
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